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adult males, discover that they really
have no place to go and no way to get
there. That is not a good situation and
those who are working in the camps
are very, very concerned about it.

There are probably more visits to the
psychiatric side of the medical facility
right now than any others by people
who are already feeling stressed and as
hope begins to erode and the summer
gets warmer, it is going to be a very
difficult situation and one that we can-
not wait to solve itself or erupt.

We need to get ahead of the curve.
Senator GRAHAM has a very good idea
about shifting the visas that were ar-
ranged with the Castro government to
apply to those folks in Guantanamo so
that they can come here rather than
some other folks that Fidel Castro
might choose.

Senator GRAHAM makes a convincing
case that Fidel Castro has violated the
agreement that was made in New York
with him at the United Nations be-
cause he is already charging a thou-
sand dollars for visas for victims of his
regime to leave, which is a real ex-
traordinary—it would be a crime in
this country, I guess.

I believe very strongly we should en-
courage our allies to tighten the em-
bargo. It is extraordinary to me that
Mexico and Canada and Venezuela and
our good friends in France and Spain
are trading only with Cuba, sustaining
the Castro regime. There are solutions
but we don’t have much time. We must
deal with the issue that is there.

f

WHERE ARE OUR PRIORITIES?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from Or-
egon [Ms. FURSE] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I believe
that every American wants, and is de-
manding that Congress change the way
it does business. I am committed to
changing our spending priorities, and
that is what I have been working on.
We must cut unnecessary spending, cut
waste, and eliminate programs that do
not work—like star wars—and we must
invest in our citizens and in our com-
munities. That is true national secu-
rity.

Everyday the Republicans come here
to the House floor to talk about their
Contract on America and how they are
living up to their promises.

To clear up some confusion about ex-
actly what is a contract, I consulted
Webster’s dictionary. It says that a
contract is ‘‘a binding agreement be-
tween two or more persons * * * a cov-
enant.’’ However, only Republican
Members and candidates signed that
contract. The American people did not
sign that contract. And now the Repub-
licans are not even keeping to their so-
called contract.

The promised a vote on term limits
to be completed by today. But there
was no vote. The majority leaders say
‘‘they don’t have the votes.’’ That’s in-

teresting. For the past 2 months they
have been voting in near perfect lock
step on every issue that impacts the
lives of women, children, and seniors.
But when the issue affects themselves,
they pull the vote.

The American people want change,
but they want a Government that’s
leaner, not meaner.

After ducking the bill that would af-
fect Members jobs, we are now con-
fronted with a rescission bill where 63
percent of the cuts are in programs
that help low-income children and sen-
iors, and not one penny is cut from the
Pentagon. Is this what the people said
last November? Cut the funds that
keep children and seniors out of pov-
erty, but don’t touch wasteful Penta-
gon spending? I don’t think so.

America signed a real contract with
the men and women in our armed serv-
ices. But this rescission will cut $206
million from veterans programs.

Is that what the people asked for last
November.

I don’t think so.
Why is a phony, one-sided contract

more important than a genuine con-
tract signed with our veterans.

To make matters worse, we are not
even allowed a real debate on real
choices. Is this what the American peo-
ple said last November? Cut summer
jobs, drug-free schools, and low-income
heating for seniors, but don’t let other
choices even be discussed? Doesn’t
sound very democratic to me.

And lastly, Mr. Speaker, if that
wasn’t enough, not one penny of these
cuts to summer jobs, drug-free schools,
and low-income heating for seniors will
reduce the deficit. This money taken
from seniors and children will go for
tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans.
Taking money out of the pockets of
seniors and children, as well as for fu-
ture generations and put it in the
pockets of those making over $100,000. I
ask again, is this really what the peo-
ple said last November?

At last, under the 1993 budget, we fi-
nally get the deficit going in the right
direction—down. But now we are being
asked to do voodoo economics all over
again. Increase Pentagon spending. Cut
taxes on the rich. Drive up the deficit.

I believe that what the people said
last November was they want new pri-
orities. The want us to bring common
sense to the decisions we make here.

So I would like to remind my Repub-
lican colleagues that all of us have a
real and binding contract with every
citizen in this country. And that is to
make our schools competitive, our
streets safe and our communities
strong. That is the real contract we
have with our citizens. It is not a one-
sided agreement.

The people in my home State of Or-
egon overwhelmingly approved a term
limits bill. On the first day of this ses-
sion, I introduced a term limits bill
that mirrors the one Oregonians ap-
proved. Numerous States have also
overwhelmingly supported term limits.
The American people have spoken.
They want us to vote on term limits,

and they don’t want a phony excuse. It
is time for the Republicans to honor
their own contract and the real con-
tract that we have with the American
people.

f

OSHA’S REGULATORY EXCESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. NORWOOD] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve that the American people are
frustrated by regulatory process that
creates impossible standards. Every
day, small businessmen and women are
pulling their hair out trying to keep up
with unrealistic and overreaching regu-
latory mandates they cannot possible
comply with. I know that the guard-
ians of the old status quo will scoff at
this, but I need only to point to a pro-
posed OSHA rule to make my point.

Mr. Speaker, allow us to consider for
a moment OSHA’s proposed revision to
its confined spaces standard. This ap-
plies to people who work in sewers or
air ducts or in similarly tight quarters.
In the abstract, this is a very reason-
able subject for OSHA to be concerned
with and employers have a responsibil-
ity to workers working in such con-
fined spaces to make sure that their
work spaces are as safe as possible.

However, OSHA has taken this a step
further. Now OSHA wants to regulate
what happens after an accident. If the
revised standard is implemented, em-
ployers who rely on rescue squads and
other outside rescue services to re-
spond to emergencies would have to,
and I quote, ‘‘ensure that the outside
rescuers can effectively respond in a
timely manner to a rescue summons,’’
end quote.

Since most employers do not have an
entire team of emergency medical
technicians standing on guard at their
worksites, it is reasonable to assume
that these employers will be dependent
upon the performance of professional
rescue squads to meet OSHA’s stand-
ards.

Mr. Speaker, accidents do happen. We
funded OSHA to try to cut down the
chances that a workplace accident
would occur. Now OSHA wants an em-
ployer to ensure the rescue of a worker
after an accident. What bothers me is
OSHA’s use of the word ‘‘ensure.’’ The
word ‘‘ensure’’ places an unrealistic
burden on the employer, given OSHA’s
past behavior.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps the bureaucrats
over at OSHA have doubts about an
employer’s desire to ensure a worker’s
rescue in case of an accident. I have lit-
tle doubt that employers, often in fam-
ily businesses, care about their em-
ployees, but given OSHA’s history, I
have serious doubts about allowing
OSHA to define when an employer has
done enough. I can just see OSHA slap-
ping the employer with a huge fine if a
rescue squad gets stuck in traffic.
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Even if the employer makes a good-

faith effort to provide rescue services,
he or she could still be hit with a pro-
hibitive fine if it does not meet with
OSHA’s ambitious standard.

Mr. Speaker, now OSHA claims that
the employers’ compliance with this
proposed revision will not be based
solely upon a rescue service’s actual
performance during any single inci-
dence, but rather upon the employer’s
total effort to ensure that the prospec-
tive rescue service is indeed capable in
terms of timeliness and training and
equipment of performing an effective
rescue, but what we have seen in the
past is that OSHA implements a rule or
a standard that sounds very reasonable
in the Federal Register or before a con-
gressional hearing; however, when a
rule is enforced out in the field, it is
used as a big stick to harass hard-
working Americans.

Is this just another way for OSHA to
fine hard-working Americans and col-
lect more money for the Federal Treas-
ury? Not until a great outcry is heard
does OSHA consider providing a clari-
fication of its standards or rules in
order to ensure that it is not used to
harass hard-working Americans. OSHA
has shown again and again that regu-
latory excess is an addiction and they
just cannot seem to kick the habit.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that in this case,
OSHA’s enforcement of its rules does
not cause more problems than it is in-
tended to prevent. You can be sure that
I will be watching and listening just in
case this is not true.

OSHA is one agency that has turned
a reasonable and an important mission
into a bureaucratic nightmare for the
American economy. Common sense was
long ago shown the door over at OSHA.
OSHA is one agency that needs to be
restructured, reinvented, or just plain
removed.

f

BE ALL YOU CAN BE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recog-
nized during morning business for 5
minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
am very proud to take the well today
wearing this ribbon which was given to
me by the Girl Scouts, because the Girl
Scouts today are asking adults to wear
this ribbon and be the best that they
can be. I think that that is a good
motto for all of us as Americans. We
probably ought to do it everyday, but
this is a special day and I, as an ex-Girl
Scout and a mother of a Girl Scout, am
very, very proud to be here and be talk-
ing about that.

So I got to thinking, well, now, if you
took this and applied it to the Federal
Government in Washington, why do
people get so frustrated with this and
what would ‘‘be the best we could be’’
mean at the Federal level?

Well, it seems to me that one of the
things that we don’t do at the Federal

level is model what the average family
does at their kitchen table. At the av-
erage family kitchen table when times
get tough, the last thing they do to
make budget ends meet is cut the chil-
dren. They will try to hold the children
harmless from budget cuts absolutely
as long as possible, and yet this week,
the first thing we are going to do as we
try to find the first round of budget
cuts, and these are just for big tax cuts
and they are for disaster relief in Cali-
fornia, we are going to cut children.
That is going to be our very first thing,
our very first budget cut act. Heaven
only knows what we will do to them
when we get to the next round where
we are dealing with the deficit.

Now I remind you that children did
not cause this deficit, nor are they ask-
ing for big tax cuts. They would just
like a school lunch, thank you, and
they did not cause the disaster in Cali-
fornia or other places. But I think the
thing that is really harming and the
reason I think our priorities are so
wrong right now is that while this body
has been discussing risk assessment,
risk assessment, risk assessment, and
we were doing this all across the board
when it came to regulations, and many
people agree, yes, we should look at
that, but why are we not looking at the
risk assessment on the next generation
of children which will people America’s
21st century if we continue on with
these budget cuts?

Now, what are some of the things
that we know? When I chaired the
Committee on Children, Youth and
Families, we had all sorts of CEOs from
corporate America join us looking at
the cost-effectiveness of Federal dol-
lars spent for children, and the best
money you can save is investing in a
young child, because you are saving it
later on, saving it later on.

We got all sorts of incredible num-
bers that are a big surprise. If you vac-
cinate every child—and as you well
know, America is way behind in vac-
cinating children, many Third World
countries do a much better job—the
studies we have been showed is that it
is $14 to the taxpayer later on. So one
dollar for a vaccination, every one dol-
lar spent on that saved $14 later on.
That is not a bad deal. I have never
been able to invest my money like that
in any other area.

When you put children into Head
Start, for every dollar we spent on
Head Start, you could show a $6 saving
in special education that the taxpayer
would pick up. For feeding children, for
every dollar you spent in WIC and for
every dollar you were spending in child
nutrition programs, you way more
than made the money back in not hav-
ing to spend it in Medicaid.

You know, we go around all the time,
too, saying children must say no to
this, children must say no to this, we
must give them things to say yes to,
and that is what we are doing. We are
taking a lot of the same ‘‘yes to’s’’
away.

We are totally taking away summer
jobs. We are taking away many of the

youth programs. We are cutting back
many of the others so that localities
are going to be really strapped, and I
must say, as the prior gentlewoman
from Oregon said, when you are taking
63 percent of these cuts out of a group
of programs that only make up 12 per-
cent of the discretionary budget. I
think we are going down real heavy on
the kids.

This is not across the board. We are
not going after $600 toilet seats. Oh, no.
those are sacred cows. We are not going
after other things. No no, those are sa-
cred cows. Why? Because they have po-
litical action committees that can
come protect them with all sorts of
money for campaigns. They can orga-
nize and they can vote.

Children don’t vote. They don’t have
political action committees, and I
think if we are going to be the best
that we can be, we have got to recon-
sider these cuts this week because I
think it is really—maybe you think it
is penny wise, but it is long term and
pound foolish.

f

RESCISSION CUTS ON JOBS
PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. GENE GREEN is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to talk about two
programs. First this week we will be
considering a rescission bill and the ac-
tivities that I was involved in over the
weekend, but also talk a little bit
about the School Lunch Program. But
first let me talk about the rescission
bill that Congress will be voting on
this week.

This last Saturday in Houston, I had
the opportunity to, at 8 o’clock in the
morning, to go to our city hall in the
city of Houston and see hundreds of
young people and not so young people
who were there at 8 o’clock on a Satur-
day morning getting prepared to go out
and work in the community.

The rescission bill we are going to
vote on this week will definitely cut
part of the national service, the
Americorps Program that serves Hous-
ton, and I have served Houston Pro-
gram in Texas. We started with really
no program last year and we have be-
come such a great serving institution
for the community.

Let me talk about the Corporation
for National Service on a nationwide
basis and then bring it down to how it
affects Houston: AmeriCorps, Learn
and Serve, and the Senior Corps. They
work full or part-time in local organi-
zations addressing community needs.
We have 60 of them in Houston that
serve Houston, 60 positions. I wanted
more but we couldn’t do it as a startup,
33,000 more with 1995 moneys and 47,000
more with 1996 moneys, but again, the
rescission bill will cut us back.
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